[II:5 A] 


[B] 
[C] 


[D] 


[E] 


[F] 


be in the second remove of uncleanness so far as Holy 
Things are concerned. 


[Y] “The contrary proof for your position derives from the 
same passage: 


[Z] “He who eats food in the third remove of 
uncleanness is unclean if the second remove so far as 
Holy Things are concerned, and is not unclean if the 
second remove so far as heave offering is concerned, 
ii] the case of that which is prepared in accord with 
the rules of cleanness governing Holy Things. 


[AA] “But if it was prepared in accord with the rules of 
cleanness governing heave offering, his body is 
indeed regarded as in the second remove of 
uncleanness so far as heave offering is concerned, 
and all the more so with regard to Holy Things.” 


It was taught: Said R. Yosé, “How do we know that that which is 
unclean by a source of uncleanness in the fourth remove from the 
original source of uncleanness] in the case of Holy Things is 
invalid [= M. 3:2E-F]? 


“And it is derived a fortiori. 


“Now if one who has not completed his atonement rites [by 
bringing the required offering, e.g., a person afflicted with flux- 
uncleanness, a Zab, cf. Lev. 15, or a woman after childbirth, Lev. 
12] is not invalid in the case of heave offering but is invalid in the 
case of Holy Things, 


“that which is made unclean by a source of uncleanness in the 
fourth remove, which is invalid in the case of heave offering — is 
it not reasonable that it should invalidate [that which touches it] in 
the case of Holy Things? 


“We have learned in Scripture [cf. M. Sot. 5:2] that that which is 
unclean in the third remove from the original source of 
uncleanness invalidates, and in connection with that which is 
unclean in the fourth remove [we thus derive the same lesson] by 
an argument a fortiori [T. Hag. 3:18]. 


Objected R. Yohanan: “Food that has been touched by a Tebul Yom 
[unclean in the second remove] will prove the contrary. 


